Abstract
Introduction
The introduction of large populations of highly competitive species into a new area may affect 
118
For exploitative competition to occur, floral resources should be limiting. However, to our 119 knowledge, no study has hitherto measured the effects of honey bee abundance on pollen and 120 nectar availability. This is important because we currently do not know the magnitude of the 121 impact of honey bees on flower resources compared to resident pollinators. In this study we 
152
Our study area is entirely located in the park, encompassing a surface of 32 km 2 . We selected 
185
After 18:00 we collected the two remaining stamens of each flower.
187
In the laboratory, vials with stamens were sonicated for 10 minutes in an ultrasonic bath to 
297
Bee biomass was analyzed with a GLM with a Gaussian distribution. For bee abundance and 298 bee richness models, we chose a GLM with a Poisson error distribution, adequate for count 299 data. However, both models showed overdispersion, and thus we opted for models with a 
304
The best model explaining wild bee richness showed heteroscedasticity. Thus, we used White's 305 heteroscedasticity-corrected covariance matrices to make inference. 
320
Mean ± SE number of pollen grains in newly-opened rosemary flowers was 5185 ± 70, and 321 these numbers decreased to 1831 ± 68 by the end of the day. Pollen consumption in our plots 322 ranged from 25.1% to 90.1% (mean ± SE = 65.6 ± 4.0). The best model for rosemary pollen 323 consumption (pseudo-R 2 = 0.54) included A. mellifera visitation rate (p=0.004) and, marginally,
324
B. terrestris visitation rate (p=0.06) (Fig. 1A and B) . 
329
mellifera visitation rate (p=0.002) and B. terrestris visitation rate (p=0.04) (Fig. 1C and D) .
331
Rosemary nectar standing crops in the 21 plots ranged from 0 to 6.31 μL/flower (0.26 ± 0.39).
332
The best model explaining rosemary nectar levels (pseudo-R 2 = 0.42) included A. mellifera 333 visitation rate (p=0.04) and, marginally, B. terrestris visitation rate (p=0.05) (Fig. 2) .
335
Bee community
337
Pan trap surveys yielded 6580 bee specimens corresponding to 98 species. Sixty-three of the 338 non-Apis species were small (fresh body weight <55 mg) and 34 were large (>70 mg). Honey 339 bee abundance in the pan traps was negatively related to distance to the nearest apiary
No variables entered the model of wild bee richness (Table 1) , and similar results were obtained when small and large bees were analyzed separately (Table 1 ). The best model for bee into account (pseudo-R 2 = 0.41; Cistus abundance (p= 0.008); T. vulgaris abundance (p= 0.03)).
347
Instead, the best fit model for large bee abundance (pseudo-R 2 = 0.50) included distance to the 348 nearest apiary (p= 0.02) and, marginally, Cistus abundance (p= 0.06) ( Fig. 3A and B ; Table 1 ).
349
To be conservative, we re-ran the latter analysis without 3 possible leverage points (Cook's D = 
356
( Fig. 3C and D) . 
381
Our study also shows that the wild bee community is affected and modified in areas close to 382 apiaries, with a lower overall wild bee biomass mediated by a lower abundance of large bees. 
401
to gather a pollen/nectar load, thus leaving the nest unguarded and exposed to cleptoparasites
402
A c c e p t e d m a n u s c r i p t (Seidelmann, 2006) . In agreement with our results, some studies investigating the potential 
409
In addition to honey bee density, bee abundance and biomass may also be influenced by flower 
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